
Pharmacology
CHINOSOL

Report of the Council on Pharmacy and Chemistry
Chinosol, a product for which the Parmele Pharmacal Com¬

pany is the American agent, was the subject of a Council
report which appeared in The Journal, Jan. 25, 1908. The
company took exception to the findings in the report and
requested that Chinosol be reexamined. The request was

granted, and the referee who made the first bactériologie
examination of the product—and who in this report will be
called Referee I—reinvestigated Chinosol. An independent
examination also was made by an expert (Referee II) who
was not a member of the Council. The reports of Referees
I and II were submitted to a third referee (Referee III), who
in turn transmitted them to the Council. Copies of the
reports of the referees were also sent to the Parmele
Pharmacal Company, which objected to certain of the find¬
ings. The report of Referee III, based on the reply of the
company, and on the findings of Referees I and II, appears
below. The objections raised by the company to the second
report were replied to by the Council, and with its reply were
sent the results of the investigations made in Europe by
Schneider and Seligman and by Charles J. Martin which con¬
firmed the findings of the Council. After considering this fur¬
ther evidence, the company modified its claims and the Council
accepted Chinosol for inclusion in New and Nonofficial Rem¬
edies.1

W. A. Puckner, Secretary.
The Council on Pharmacy and Chemistry took up the consid¬

eration of Chinosol on its own initiative and published its report"in The Journal, Jan. 25, 1908. The Parmele Pharmacal Co.
requested a reconsideration of Chinosol on the ground that
the preparation examined which bore the label of Franz
Fritzsche & Co., Hamburg,2 did not come from them, since it
did not bear their label. The firm also submitted bactério¬
logie reports by Dr. W. H. Patterson and by the Lederle Lab¬
oratories of New York with findings that differed in certain
important respects from those obtained by the investigation
made at the instance of the Council, and expressed the desire
to conform to the rules of the Council in the exploitation of
the preparation. In its letter to the Council the Parmele
Pharmacal Co. laid special stress on the report of the Lederle
Laboratories, and stated that it felt confident "that yourreferee will find our tests confirmed in every instance and
will not find confirmed his own tests, if he will use Chinosol
bearing our label."

Assuming that there might be a difference in the two brands
of Chinosol as claimed, and considering the fact that the
company had been willing to alter, and had somewhat altered,
its advertising matter, removing some of the objectionable
features and had accepted to some extent the criticism of the
Council's first report, the Council granted reconsideration, and
Chinosol was resubmitted to the original referee, who will be
called Referee I in this report. Referee I having completedhis reexamination of Chinosol,3 the product at the request of
the company and under revised rules of the Council, was
submitted also to a new referee, not a member of the Coun¬
cil, who acted essentially in a professional advisory capacity
to the Council, and who will be called Referee II in this
report.2 The reports of both referees having been considered
by the Council and preliminary action taken by it, the Parmele
Pharmacal Co. was, in accordance with the rules of the Coun¬
cil, given an opportunity to examine the findings of the
Council and the reports of its referees, and the company sub¬
mitted statements in reply. These statements and the find¬
ings of its referees having been carefully considered, the Coun¬
cil reached the following conclusions in regard to the ques¬
tions concerning Chinosol:

1. See page 1789. See also editorial comment, this issue.
2. The Parmele Pharmacal Co. thought at the time the prepa-ration used had been repacked by some American drug-house other

than their own, and did not intend to question the product of Franz
Fritzsche & Co.

3. The reports of Referees I and II and the protocols of Cooper
and Martin will appear in the reprint of the entire matter, which
will be mailed on request if a stamped addressed envelope is sent.
The matter will appear in full in the annual reports of the Council
on Pharmacy and Chemistry.

AN INTENSE ANTISEPTIC

In its first report the Council found that Chinosol "does
possess considerable antiseptic action and that it is in this
respect superior to carbolic acid. On this point the state¬
ments in the circulars'1 are essentially correct." The findings
of both our referees in the present investigation confirm this
conclusion. As regards Staphylococcus pyogenes aureus and
Bacillus typhosus, Chinosol is a better antiseptic than carbolic,
acid and equivalent to mercuric chlorid as an antiseptic. The
findings of our first report and the claims of the Parmele
Pharmacal Co. on this point are thus confirmed. [It should be
stated that Chinosol as now marketed is free from 30 per cent,
inert matter—potassium sulphate—and is, therefore, propor¬tionately stronger than the brands examined by the Council's
experts.]

A VERY POOR GERMICIDE

While there was no dispute concerning the antiseptic action
of Chinosol, the findings of the Council in regard to its
germicidal action disagreed fundamentally with the
claims made for it in this respect by the Parmele Pharmacal
Co. and with the findings of their experts. While the com¬
pany had withdrawn its most extravagant claims concern¬
ing the germicidal power of Chinosol, it still claimed in the
report of the Lederle Laboratories that Chinosol was superiorto carbolic acid, and that in its action on S. p. aureus it was, in
weak acid broth, "stronger than bichlorid" (not under other
conditions), and that in general Chinosol resembled more
nearly the strength of bichlorid of mercury than it did that
of carbolic acid. The three investigations made by our ref¬
erees (two by Referee I and one b}' Referee II) lead to the
definite conclusion that in aqueous as well as in acid broth
Chinosol is much less effective as a germicide than is carbolic
acid and vastly inferior to mercuric chlorid.5

[Note: The Parmele Pharmacal Company has now with¬
drawn its claim that Chinosol has superior germicidal powerto either phenol (carbolic acid) or mercuric chlorid.]

DISTINCTION BETWEEN ANTISEPTIC AND GERMICIDE
The striking difference in these results from those reportedby the Lederle Laboratories appears to be due essentially to

the care taken by our experts to exclude the possibility of
antiseptic action being mistaken for germicidal action (see the
reports for details; the precaution consisted simply in inocu¬
lating larger volumes of culture medium in order to overcome
by dilution the intense antiseptic powers of Chinosol ). The
validity of such precautions appears to be above question—the principle has been recognized and accepted by such authori¬
ties, for instance, as Martin and Chick, Riedel and Walker,and others in the field.

Martin and Cooper's Results:—A letter received from
the Parmele Pharmacal Company was handed to Referee
II for an opinion, inasmuch as the letter quoted the results
of Chick and Martin and attempted to show that these
favored the stand taken by the Parmele Pharmacal Co. It
was seen at once that the results of Chick and Martin in
no wise supported the views of the company, but lest anyerror be committed in interpretation, Referee II wrote to
Professor Charles J. Martin, F. R. S., director of the
Lister Institute of Preventive Medicine, London, askingfor an expression of opinion of the results of his own and
Dr. Chick's work in the light of the quotation of the
Parmele Pharmacal Co. Professor Martin's attention was
also drawn to the fact that in their experiments with
Chinosol the antiseptic action had possibly been overlooked.

This letter was acknowledged and in a second letter
Professor Martin wrote that Mr. A. E. Cooper, workingwith him, had repeated Referee IPs observations on
Chinosol and had confirmed the referee's results. Profes¬
sor Martin expressed regret that he had omitted to ascer¬
tain in his first work ( with H. Chick ) whether Chinosol
exhibited inhibition in such great dilution; a large number

4. The circulars of the Parmele Pharmacal Co.
5. In their work on the germicidal power of corrosive sublimate,Chick and Martin (Jour. Hyg., 1908, viii, 654), in order to avoidthe further action of mercury carried over in combination with the

bacteria remove it with hydrogen sulphid. As such a subsequent
exposure to hydrogen sulphid\p=m-\whichreduces the germicidal effi-
ciency of bichlorid\p=m-\would,except in the case of disinfection, possi-bly of fecal discharges, not occur in practice, this behavior does
not affect the efficiency of corrosive sublimate as a practical disin-
fectant ("The value of corrosive sublimate as a practical disin-
fectant remains unassailed."\p=m-\Chick).The hydrogen sulphid treat-
ment was therefore not used by our referees. It is quite different
with Chinosol, whose antiseptic action can be overcome by subse-
quent dilution\p=m-\suchas is quite possible or even probable in practice.
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of organic disinfectants had been examined by them with¬
out their coming across this phenomenon. At the time
too, they were not concerned with determining the germi¬
cidal value of Chinosol.

The following tables are an abridgement2 of the work
and results of Mr. E. A. Cooper and Professor Martin:

SERIES I.
Organism used : Staphylococcus pyogenes aureus, broth cul¬

ture 24 hours old. Several drops of this culture were deposited
in the dilutions of phenol (carbolic acid) and Chinosol, and b\
means of a special pipette one drop containing 0.013 c.c. was
carried over from each dilution to a tube containing 10 c.c. of
broth and incubated.

Apparent Germicidal Results With Chinosol
Time of Exposure

in Disinfectant Ultimate Dilu-
Dilution (Growth Results), tion of Agent in

Agent. Strength. Ì5 Min. 30 Min. lo c.c. of Broth.
Phenol . 7:1000 -f + 1:109,890

9:1000 + 1 : 85,470
10 :1000 1 : 76,923

Chinosol ... 80:1000
— —

1: 9.615
up to up to

200:1000
— —

1: 3,846
SERIES II

To eliminate the inhibitive or antiseptic action of Chinosol on
&. p. aureus, one drop (0.013 c.c.) of the contents of the first
broth tube was removed and deposited in a second one contain¬
ing 10 c.c, and incubated.

Gehmicidal Action Absent
Time of Exposure

in Disinfectant Ultimate Dilu-
Dilution (Growth Results), tion of Agent in

Agent. Strength. 15 Min. 30 Min. lo c.c. of Broth.
Chinosol ... 80 :1000 + + 1 '.7,396,150

up to up to
200:1000 + + 1 :3,958,460

Similarly using Bacillus typhosus, it was demonstrated
that the antiseptic action of Chinosol was considerably less
than on 8. p. aureus, ana germicidal action was absent.

It is, therefore, clear that what Chinosol could not effect
on iS'. p. aureus, in strengths of 200:1000 parts, phenol
(carbolic acid) accomplished in 10:1000 parts; this effect¬
ively demonstrates the superiority of phenol as a germi¬
cide over Chinosol.

.Schneider and Seligman's Work:—Of particular inter¬
est and importance in this connection is the work
of Schneider and Seligman in the laboratory
of Proskauer, Institut für Infektionskrankheiten, Berlin
(Ztschr. f. Hyg. u. Infectionskrankh., 58, 412-40). These
investigators recognized clearly the importance of avoid¬
ing the mistaking of antiseptic action for germicidal
action in the examination of disinfectants, and write as

follows concerning Chinosol: "With Chinosol also, to
which a disinfecting power equal to that of corrosive
sublimate is ascribed, we obtained poor results by the
'thread method.' Whereas, for instance, only a 10 per
cent, solution of Chinosol was able to kill within an hour
the staphylococci dried on the threads, the ordinary
method of transfer of the mixture of bacteria and dis¬
infectant in the culture medium gave the false appear¬
ance of killing the bacteria in approximately the same
time already in 1 per cent, to 2 per cent, solutions. That
this last result is due only to antiseptic action ('Entwicke-
lungshemmung' ) need not be especially emphasized." Their
results (S. p. aureus being used) are so characteristic of
the question in dispute that they are reproduced here:

TABLE I
Antiseptic Action Not Avoided

Minutes. 5 10 15 20 25 30
2 per cent.

—

+
— — — —3 per cent.

— — — — — —

TABLE II
Stai'iiylococci Threads ; Antiseptic Action Avoided

Minutes. 10 20 30 40 50 60
3 per cent. + + + + + +
5 per cent. + + + + + +
7 per cent. + + -f + + +

10 per cent. + + +
—

— —

The results obtained in Table I were obtained without
using the precaution to prevent antiseptic action; those
obtained in Table II are the results found when the
threads were washed witli dilute alkali to remove adhering
Chinosol before transferring them to nutrient media. In
onothe" set of experiments carbolic acid was used, also
with 8. p. aureus.

TABLE III
Antiseptic Action Not Avoided

Minutes. 5 10 15 20 25 3D
Phenol 1 per cent. -j- + -(- 4- + -f-
Phenol 1.5 per cent -j-

— — — —

—

TABLE IV
Threads Washed with Dilute Alkali ; Antiseptic Action-

Avoided
Minutes. 5 10  5 20 25 30
Phenol 2 per cent.

-— — — —
—

The Council thus was obliged to confirm its original findings
that while Chinosol is a powerful antiseptic, it is a very poor
germicide, and the claims made for it in this respect must
be rejected. It may be added that the Council has considered
the question of physicians being given reliable information as

to each of these properties a fundamental one.

ITS NON-POISONOUS CHARACTER

In the Council's first report the evidence of T. Weyl was

quoted questioning the claim made that the use of Chinosol
is free from the dangers of poisoning. Weyl's evidence and

.reliability having been questioned by the firm and experimental
evidence by the Lederle Laboratories submitted contradicting
his conclusions, the Council had some experiments bearing on

this question carried out by its own expert." It finds that
in so far as guinea-pigs and rabbits are concerned Chinosol is.
devoid of toxic power. The authority quoted in the first
report is therefore found to be unreliable and Chinosol must
be considered non-toxic.

CHEMICAL COMPOSITION OF CHINOSOL

In 1899 Rost-Sonntag showed (Chem. Zentralbl, 1899, ii,
396, and Arb. a. d. k. Gsndhtsamte, xv, 288-301), that Chinosol
was a mixture. In its first report the Council con¬

firmed the conclusions of Brahm, working in the physiologic
institute of the University of Berlin, that Chinosol is not a

sulphonate of oxyquinoline, as represented by the promoters
of Chinosol, but a double salt or mixture of its sulphate
with potassium sulphate. The result of these findings was

accepted by the Parmele Pharmacal Co. and the correction
made in its subsequent publications; the original error, accord¬
ing to the firm, was due to its accepting the statement of the
U. S. Dispensatory, i. e.; that Chinosol is an oxyquinoline
sulphonate as authoritative in the matter. Chinosol is now

no longer marketed as the double salt or mixture of oxy¬
quinoline sulphate and potassium sulphate, but as pure nor¬

mal (neutral) oxyquinoline sulphate (GHTNO)2H2SOt.7
ANTISEPTIC ACTION VS. GERMICIDAL ACTION

It seems of the greatest importance to the Council that
antiseptic power be not mistaken for germicidal power and
that physicians should be correctly informed as to these prop¬
erties of disinfectants8 recommended to them, so that they
may decide for themselves in every given case which action
they wish to produce. This seems especially important in the
case of a substance, which, according to the findings in three
expert examinations on the part of the Council, has very poor
germicida! power, not at all comparable with that of bichlorid
of mercury, as had been claimed by the Parmele Pharmacal
Co. In view of this the Council ordered the publication of this
report and refused to accept Chinosol for admission to "New
and Nonofficial Remedies" until the claims made for its
germicidal action had been modified in accordance with its
findings.

[Note: The Parmele Pharmacal Company has re-submitted
Chinosol with the advertising matter revised in accordance
with the findings of the Council. All objectionable claims hav¬
ing been eliminated the Council reconsidered the product and
accepted Chinosol for admission to New and Nonofficial Rem¬
edies.]

6. These appear in the report of Referee II; see footnote 2.
7. Zernik: Apoth.-Ztg., 24, No. 63, p. 568.
8. For example, in the disinfection of hands, instruments, linen

or silk threads, etc., germicidal and not antiseptic power would be
desired. Chinosol solution as dilute as 1:1000 had been recommended
for these purposes. A glance at the tables, either of the referees or
of Schneider and Seligman, will show the danger of assuming that
complete disinfection is accomplished by such solutions in a reason-
able length of time.
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ASPIRO-LITHINE
Aspiro-lithine is another comparatively new example of the

custom of proprietary manufacturers in putting forward old
drugs under a new name and with them bidding for the favor
of physicians. An inquiry has been- received concerning this
mixture. It is prepared by McKesson & Robbins and is said
to contain in each tablet 5 grains of acetylsalicylic acid
(aspirin) and 2'/3 grains of acid citro-tartrate of lithium. It
is recommended for all the purposes for which acetylsalicylic
acid is commonly used, and on account of the lithium added
is claimed to have much greater virtues than either of these
drugs alone or of both combined.

We had hoped that the time had passed for reputable houses
to employ such time-worn methods, but probably they will
not stop so long as physicians encourage them by continuing
to use such preparations. Acetylsalicylic acid is a good drug,
whose value is pretty well known. It is further known that
lithium salts do not possess any great medicinal virtue. Just
what acid citro-tartrate of lithium may be is hard to tell, for
chemistries do not recognize such a substance. The name

presumably is intended to hide the real nature of the prepara¬
tion.

But if there be any advantage in combining lithium salts
with acetylsalicylic acid in a prescription, it ¡3 a simple propo¬
sition and requires no great skill, either on the part of the
physician who writes the prescription or on the part of the
druggist who puts it up, and such mixtures as aspiro-lithine,
with the exaggerated claims made for them, should be avoided
in the physician's prescribing.

Medical Biographical Data Wanted
To the Editor:\p=m-\Inmy Cyclopedia of American Medical

Biography, now practically ready for press, there are a few
dates still lacking.

Douglas, Richard, Tennessee, parentage and birth place.
Faget, Jean C., New Orleans, date of death.
Pallen, Moses, St. Louis, parentage and birth place.
Denison, Charles, Denver, parentage and birth place.
Guthrie, Samuel, Chicago, date of death.
Van Dyck, Cornelius, Syria, date of birth and death.
Litton, Abraham, Tennessee, date of birth and death.
Gregory, Elisha H., St. Louis, date of death.
Burroughs, Richard B., Florida, date of death.
Cheever, Aug. C., Boston, date of death.
Eve, Joseph A., Georgia, wife; death date.
Entrikin, F. W., Ohio, date of death.
Etheridge, J. H., Chicago, date of death.
Howard, R. P., Canada, date of birth.
Gilmer, George, Virginia, date of death.
Martin, Solomon C., St. Louis, date of death.
Cheever, Abijah, Boston, date of birth and death.
Jones, John, New York City, date of death.

If any readers could help me with these they would receive
the warm thanks of, Yours faithfully,

Howard A. Kelly, Baltimore.

Pituitary Extracts in Hay Fever, Asthma, Etc.

To the Editor:\p=m-\Theperiod of so-called "rose cold" or

"vernal hay fever"\p=m-\i.e., vernal, pollenogenic, angioneurotic
edema of the air passages\p=m-\isapproaching, or with certain
patients, here. Referring to my observations in 1898 con-

cerning the use of adrenal preparations in this disorder and
in asthma (since confirmed throughout the world) I wish
now to ask physicians to use preparations of the pituitary
gland, and more especially of the infundibulum or posterior
lobe. There are at least two, and possibly several, good com-
mercial preparations now available.

From the recoveries which I have observed to follow their
use in Quincke's edema, asthma, recurrent erythema and other
angioneuroses, as well as their effects in "opening" the nasal
passages, I should expect them to be superior to the adrenal
preparations in all varieties of hay fever. The action is slower,
but more persistent.

The pituitary extracts may be used both topically and
systemically. While more effective by hypodermic injection,

they also produce clinical results when administered by the
mouth—another advantage over the adrenal extracts.

I shall be much obliged for reports by letter or publication
of the experience of those adopting this suggestion.

Solomon Solis Cohen, Philadelphia.
1525 Walnut Street.

Queries and Minor Notes
Anonymous Communications will not be noticed. Every letter

must contain the writer's name and address, but these will be
omitted, on request.

VALUE OF TETANUS ANTITOXIN
To the Editor:—Has the efficiency of antltetanic serum in the

treatment of tetanus been sufficiently demonstrated to merit its use
in that disease with confidence of positive results ?

C. A. ANDERSON.

Answer.—It has not been found that antitetanic serum has any
particular effect on the symptoms of tetanus because these appear
as the culmination of the disease when it is too late for anything to
have much effect. As a prophylactic, however, antitetanic serum is
markedly efficient, especially if accompanied with free opening of
the wound and removal of foreign matter. It is important to pre¬
vent this foreign matter and the tetanus germs from being sealed up
at the bottom of the wound, which often heals superficially. The
efficiency of antitetanic serum has secured for it a position in New
and Nonofficial Remedies and the Committee of the Section on

Pathology and Physiology recommends its inclusion in the Phar¬
macopeia. The report of this committee appeared in The Journal
April 23, 1910, page 1389.

SOIL POLLUTION AND DISPOSAL OF HUMAN EXCRETA

As further communications have been received concerning soil
pollution and disposal of human excreta and wastes by the septic-
tank method, about which a query and answer appeared in The
Journal, April 23, an additional note on these subjects may be of
interest.

In the weekly Public Health Reports of the U. S. Public Health
and Marine-Hospital Service. April 29, Dr. C. W. Stiles has an
article which may be obtained in reprint, on the subject of soil
pollution and the sanitary privy, from which extracts are given
below.

The importance of the prevention of soil pollution is apparent
when it is remembered that diseases having their focus of infec¬
tion in the intestinal and urinary systems, such as typhoid fever,
hookworm disease, eelworm infection, tapeworms, Cochin China
diarrhea, amebic dysentery, baciliary dysentery, etc., can be greatly
reduced or eradicated by the prevention of such pollution. Dr.
Stiles says that it is common knowledge that nearly all animals
harbor parasites in their intestinal canals. The eggs are passed
in the droppings and reinfect live stock ; farmers have learned that
animals kept on the same pasture year after year will not thrive on
this account. Human beings are also infected with many para¬
sites, and where no sewer systems exist soil pollution must be
prevented by the disposal of human dejections in sanitary privies
or by the septic-tank method.

Dr. Stiles' paper, while covering much the same ground as the
article in The Journal of April 23, goes more fully into details as
to the location and construction of sanitary privies and disinfec¬
tion and disposal of the excreta. The article gives illustratio&s of
such privies, using a receptacle in the form of a can or tub, with
top-soil, lime, water and oil, and other materials for deodorizing,
disinfecting or destroying the excreta. Full directions are given
for building such a privy. It is a good plan to have a double set
of tubs so that one set can be removed, treated with the disin¬
fectant, covered and allowed to stand for a week before emptying
to allow time for the destruction of the germs, or to allow fer¬
mentation to take place when no disinfectant is used. Dr. Stiles
says that until it is determined with certainty how long parasites
and germs or their spores may live under the various methods of
treatment of the excreta mentioned, it is better to bury all human
discharges at least 300 feet away and down hill from any well or

spring. It would be better to burn such material, and in one
instance this was done in the following way : The privy vault was
built of cement and the building above hinged to the foundation.
Kindling and straw were placed in the bottom of the vault, and
each week the upper structure was tipped over—away from danger
of catching fire—oil thrown into the vault and the material burned
up. If used for fertilizer it should be plowed under and not used
on crops of vegetables which are to be eaten raw.

The vacation season will soon be here and many people will
spend the summer in temporary residences or camps. The matter
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